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Abstract
A recent, large-scale study among Chinese adolescents found that childhood socioeconomic status (CSES) was positively 
related to dispositional greed (i.e., the “luxury hypothesis”), instead of negatively related (i.e., the “scarcity hypothesis”; 
Liu et al., 2019c). This relationship was found for only-children, not for children with siblings. The generalizability of these 
findings may be limited, due to China’s one-child policy and socioeconomic policies which may have led to fewer differences 
in wealth. We replicated this research in two other cultural contexts that represent markedly different socioeconomic poli-
cies in order to test its generalizability: the Netherlands (Study 1, N = 2367, 51.3% female, Mage = 54.06, SD = 17.90), and 
the USA (Study 2, N = 999, 50.1% female, Mage = 33.44, SD = 12.28). Hierarchical multiple regressions were conducted to 
test the association between CSES and greed. We mostly replicated the findings by Liu et al. (2019c): CSES was positively 
related to greed in both studies (“luxury hypothesis”) and there was a moderating effect of siblings in Study 1, but not in Study 
2. Implications for theories on greed as well as future research on the association between CSES and greed are discussed.

Keywords Dispositional greed · Childhood socioeconomic status · Family size · Replication

Greed, the dissatisfaction with what one currently has, 
combined with the desire to acquire more, is ubiquitous 
but also evaluated in opposing ways. On the one hand, 
greed is considered to be an important motivation behind 
economic growth and prosperity (Greenfeld, 2001); on the 
other hand, it is considered a sin because of its negative 
societal outcomes (Bloch, 1984; Tickle, 2004). Individ-
ual differences in greed can be reliably measured by the 
Dispositional Greed Scale (DGS, Seuntjens et al., 2015), 
and by various other scales (Zeelenberg et  al., 2021). 
Dispositional greed has been associated with various 
psychological and economic factors as well as negative 
outcomes (Hoyer et al., 2021; Zeelenberg et al., 2020). 
Greedy people are morally less sensitive, tend to behave 

more unethically, find various transgressions more accept-
able, and are more corrupt (Li et al., 2021; Seuntjens et al., 
2019; Zhang & Xiang, 2021). In addition, they display 
more psychological entitlement, less empathy, less con-
cern for others and egoism, higher spendthrift, less self-
control and higher buying impulsivity; they take more 
money in dictator and ultimatum games, and contribute 
less in resource dilemmas (Krekels & Pandelaere, 2015; 
Li et al., 2019; Seuntjens et al., 2015). Greedy adolescents 
spend more, save less, and have more debt (Seuntjens 
et al., 2016). Greed is related to emotional instability, 
lower self-esteem, and lower life satisfaction (e.g., Liu 
et al., 2019a; Seuntjens et al., 2015). To summarize, dis-
positional greed has been associated with many negative 
outcomes both to people themselves and to others. For 
these reasons, it is important to understand how individual 
differences in greediness come about.

Research has shown that many psychological character-
istics that are acquired during adolescence, are typically 
maintained in adulthood (Eccles et al., 2013). It turns out 
that a key predictor of several adult personality traits is 
how poor or wealthy people grew up, and this factor is 
often expressed in terms of Childhood Socioeconomic 
Status (CSES; Griskevicius et al., 2011). For example, 
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CSES relates to how much people spend and save as adults 
(Griskevicius et al., 2013). As a consequence, it seems 
likely that CSES also relates to how greedy people are 
later in life. This has indeed been proposed (e.g., Chen, 
2018; Krekels, 2015; Poluektova et al., 2015), but there 
are different views on how exactly this relationship should 
pan out.

Liu et al. (2019c) noted that on the basis of observed 
findings in the literature, two opposing hypotheses could be 
formulated on the relation between growing up rich or poor 
on the one hand, and the level of greed in adulthood on the 
other. First is the Scarcity hypothesis, implying that CSES 
negatively predicts greed. This hypothesis is based on find-
ings of Krekels (2015) and Chen (2018) that children who 
grew up in disadvantaged environments were greedier in 
adulthood.

In a study with 198 Amazon MTurk workers, Krekels 
(2015, p. 62) assessed “childhood and current SES, child-
hood and current support systems, childhood harsh environ-
ments and current uncertainty in life to examine whether 
there are links between life situations during upbringing and 
adulthood on the one hand and a greedy disposition on the 
other hand” and correlated these constructs to Krekels and 
Pandelaere’s (2015) DGS scale. Out of the 17 constructs 
measured, 6 correlated with dispositional greed (Krekels, 
2015, Appendix A on page 87–88; not correcting for mul-
tiple testing). These were mother’s education (r = −.19, 
p < .01), mother’s job (r = −.18, p < .05), subjective ranking 
(r = −.18, p < .05), childhood monetary support (r = −.21, 
p < .01), the occurrence of harsh unpredictable childhood 
environments (r = .19, p < .01), and current feelings of 
uncertainty (r = .24, p < .001).

In a sample with 364 Chinese college students, Chen 
(2018) examined the relation between dispositional greed 
(measured via the 7-item-DGS by Seuntjens et al., 2015, the 
7-item Greed Trait Measure by Mussel et al., 2015, and the 
10-item Greed Subscale of the Virtues and Vices Scale of 
Veselka et al., 2014), childhood environmental unpredicta-
bility (measured using the 5-item Environmental Conditions 
Scale of Brumbach et al., 2009, and the 3-item Childhood 
Unpredictability Scale of Mittal et al., 2015), and insecure 
attachment (measured by Armsden & Greenberg’s, 1987 
Inventory of Parent and Peer Attachment, that has 5 items for 
each parent). Chen (2018) found that all three greed scales 
correlated positively with both childhood unpredictability 
and both insecure attachment scales (rs between .25 and 
.37). In the words of Chen (2018, p. 76), this suggests that 
“greed is a life history strategy adopted in response to an 
unpredictable environment”.

The Luxury hypothesis, the opposing hypothesis about 
how growing up rich or poor is related to greed in adulthood, 
implies that CSES positively predicts greed. This hypoth-
esis is based on the findings of Poluektova et al. (2015) and 

Lea et al. (1995). Poluektova et al. (2015) found in a study 
among poor (N = 157) and non-poor (N = 140) residents of 
Moscow, that Griskevicius et al.’s (Griskevicius et al., 2011) 
CSES scale related positively (r = .24. p < .05) to Seuntjens 
et al.’s (2015) DGS scale, meaning that participants who 
remembered being better off in their childhoods also were 
greedier in their adult lives. Lea et al. (1995) provided more 
circumstantial evidence and found that people whose parents 
were relatively well-off, were more likely to have consumer 
debt and a more materialistic orientation later in life, sug-
gesting that “early experiences are important in consumers’ 
subsequent debt careers” (p. 697).

Liu et al. (2019c) reasoned that if childhood scarcity 
or luxury would impact how greedy people are later in 
life, this relationship might be moderated by the number 
of siblings people had when growing up. Growing up with 
siblings means that one has to share the things that one has 
with others. If growing up poor is associated with being 
greedy having siblings creates more scarcity, and by hav-
ing even less, one could become greedier later in life (thus, 
according to the scarcity hypothesis, the effect of CSES 
will be strongest for people with siblings). In contrast, 
if growing up rich is associated with being greedy, hav-
ing siblings would attenuate this effect. If one has a lot 
and does not need to share this with siblings, one could 
become greedier (thus, according to the luxury hypothesis, 
the effect of CSES will be strongest for people without 
siblings). Liu et al. (2019c) conducted a large-scale survey 
with 3440 Chinese middle school students (11–19 years 
old) from various locations in China to examine these 
competing hypotheses. They found some support for the 
luxury hypothesis and not for the scarcity hypothesis: 
Dispositional greed, as measured by Seuntjens et al.’s 
(2015) 7-item DGS scale, was positively correlated with 
growing up wealthy (r = .04. p < .05), as measured by 
Griskevicius et al.’s (2011) 3-item CSES scale, for chil-
dren without siblings. When there was more than one 
child in a family, no relation between wealth and greed 
was found.

These initial findings by Liu et al. (2019c) are intrigu-
ing and important, but as they themselves argued (p. 38): 
“The generalizability of the findings of the current study 
should be tested in different countries.” Replication is 
especially called for because Liu et al. (2019c) collected 
data in China, which - as a country – has at least two, very 
specific characteristics that are relevant to the discussion 
on the Scarcity Hypothesis and the Luxury Hypothesis. 
First, it is the only country in the world that has struc-
turally implemented a one-child policy. As a result, the 
largest group of participants in Liu et al.’s (2019c) study 
had no siblings at all (49.1%), the second largest group 
had one sibling (37.7%), and only 13.2% percent of the 
participants had more than one sibling. Hence, Liu et al. 
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(2019c) only used two categories in their analyses: partici-
pants with siblings and participants without siblings. This 
dichotomy may not do justice to the effects of having more 
siblings on adult greed, both for the luxury hypothesis and 
for the scarcity hypothesis. As resources get shared among 
more siblings in a continuous fashion, one might expect 
a continuous moderation, which Liu et al. (2019c) could 
not test for because of the specific characteristics of their 
Chinese sample.

A second reason for testing the generalizability of Liu 
et al.’s (2019c) findings is that China has long been a com-
munist country. Only relatively recently wide-spread pri-
vate property and private ownership of companies have 
been introduced. Thus, substantial differences in wealth 
among the population are relatively recent and uncommon. 
This may have had consequences for the way Liu et al.’s 
(2019c) participants rated their Childhood-SES, which 
explicitly asks about relative status of one’s family com-
pared to others.

In short, because we find Liu et al.’s (2019c) findings 
important, we think that the specific Chinese context of 
their study warrants replications in other contexts. Thus, 
we set out to closely replicate it in two countries that 
have a larger variety in the number of siblings and a 
longer history of capitalism, The Netherlands (Study 1) 
and the United States of America (Study 2), also using 
large samples. Please note that these two countries 
were chosen because they allowed us to gather data in 
a close replication of Liu et al. (2019c) in contexts that 
differed on the key issues from China. They were not 
chosen because they are more or less representative 
of the world’s population for which a more extensive 
and systematic sampling of countries would be needed. 
Because we initially had no theoretical reason to favor 
one hypothesis over the other, the first study was 
exploratory. For the second study we preregistered 
(https:// aspre dicted. org/ 3a4s4. pdf) that we expected 
support for the luxury hypothesis, that is, a positive 
correlation between CSES and greed. We report for both 
studies all data exclusions, all manipulations, and all 
measures. The materials, data, and code for both studies 
can be found on https:// resea rchbox. org/ 177.

Study 1

Method

Participants were members of the LISS-panel (Longitudinal 
Internet Studies for the Social Sciences, for more informa-
tion www. lissd ata. nl), a representative panel of the Dutch 
population (N = 2367, 51.3% female). Participant ages 
ranged from 16 to 95 years old (Mage = 54.06, SD = 17.90). 
Prior to the analyses, we excluded 50 participants who did 
not complete all relevant items of the survey (i.e., the DGS, 
CSES and the item on family size). Roughly half of the sam-
ple filled out the DGS at the beginning of the survey, the 
other half at the end (and there were no order effects1). The 
survey included the following three elements: the 7-item 
DGS, the 3-item CSES and the 1-item on family size. Par-
ticipants also responded to some other questions that were 
for another project concerning prosocial motivation. The 
survey was administered in Dutch.

As in Liu et al. (2019c), the key dependent measure was 
the 7-item DGS (Seuntjens et al., 2015). Example items are: 
“I always want more”, and “It doesn’t matter how much I 
have, I’m never completely satisfied” (rated on five-point 
Likert scales). As in Liu et al. (2019c), the key predictor 
variable was the CSES scale (Griskevicius et al., 2011). The 
three items were: “My family usually had enough money 
for things when I was growing up”, “I grew up in a rela-
tively wealthy neighborhood”, and “I felt relatively wealthy 
compared to the other kids in my school” (rated on seven-
point Likert scales). The moderator variable was the number 
of siblings (M = 2.65, SD = 2.29), what Liu et al. (2019c) 
refer to as family size. This was measured with the question: 
“How many older [younger] brothers [sisters] do you have?” 
Participants were instructed to include deceased brothers 
and sisters. The distribution was as follows: 6.5% had 0 sib-
lings; 30.6% had 1 sibling; 24.7%, 2; 13.2%, 3; 8.7%, 4; 
6.0%, 5; 3.3%, 6; 2.5%, 7; and 4.6% more than 8 siblings.

Table 1  Descriptive statistics 
and correlations among 
childhood socioeconomic 
status, number of siblings, 
dispositional greed, gender and 
age (N = 2367 Dutch adults) in 
study 1

* p < .05, ** p < .001. Greed was assessed with the DGS (Seuntjens et al., 2015), and CSES with the Child-
hood-SES scale (Griskevicius et al., 2011). Gender is coded, 0 = female, 1 = male

Range M SD CSES #Siblings Greed Gender

CSES (α = .82; ω = .82) 1–7 3.83 1.35 –
Number of siblings 0–20 2.65 2.29 −.16** –
Greed (α = .90; ω = .92) 1–5 2.05 0.71 .09** −.13** –
Gender (51.3% female) 0–1 −.03 −.01 .14** –
Age (in years) 16–95 54.06 17.90 −.26** .33** −.37** .05*

1 The difference between filling out the DGS at the beginning of the 
survey (M = 2.03, SD = 0.71) and at the end of the survey (M = 2.06, 
SD = 0.70) was non-significant, F(1,2365) = 0.87 and p = .351.

https://aspredicted.org/3a4s4.pdf
https://researchbox.org/177
http://www.lissdata.nl
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Results and Discussion

The results of Study 1 are in line with the luxury hypoth-
esis. Table  1 presents the descriptive results and cor-
relations among the variables. As in Liu et al. (2019c), 
Childhood Socioeconomic Status (CSES) was positively 
related to greed. We note that this correlation is rather 
small, and should be interpreted carefully. Our data also 
revealed a significant negative correlation between CSES 
and the number of siblings (i.e., family size), that was also 
present in the data of Liu et al. (2019c). In addition, the 
results also showed that males were greedier than females, 
and that greed was negatively correlated with age, findings 
that are reported more often (e.g., Krekels & Pandelaere, 
2015; Liu et al., 2019c; Seuntjens et al., 2015; Zeelenberg 
et al., 2020).

We tested the competing Scarcity and Luxury hypoth-
eses in a hierarchical multiple linear regression analysis on 
the relationship between CSES and DGS, moderated by the 
number of siblings (following the lead of Liu et al., 2019c). 
In the first step we entered centered CSES and number of 
siblings; in the second step we added the interaction between 
centered CSES and number of siblings. Table 2 displays 
the results of these analyses. CSES positively predicted 
adult greed, and number of siblings negatively predicted 
adult greed. Furthermore, we found a negative interac-
tion effect, meaning the relationship between CSES and 
DGS was moderated by number of siblings. The effect was 
robust to controlling for gender), but not to controlling for 
both gender and age (see the analyses in Table 5, in the 
Appendix). The results of simple slope analyses (see right 
panel of Fig. 1) showed a significant effect of the CSES on 

greed for siblings 1 SD below the mean (b = 0.08, SE = 0.02; 
t = 5.31, p < .001), but not for siblings 1 SD above the mean 
(b = −0.01, SE = 0.02; t = −0.41, p = .680). These findings 
replicate Liu et al. (2019c); the relation between CSES and 
dispositional greed is moderated by the number of siblings 
(i.e., family size).

Figure 1 shows the results from Study 1 next to these 
obtained by Liu et al. (2019c). The figure not only shows that 
the results of the regression analyses are very similar. It also 
shows that the absolute level of greediness is higher in the 
Chinese sample (Monly children = 3.10, Mchildren with siblings = 2.81) 
than in the Dutch sample (Mwhole sample = 2.05). This could 
mean a few things. It could be that this is related to the 
age of the participants. In Seuntjens et al.’s (2016) study 
with Dutch adolescents, greed scores were also a bit higher 
(M = 2.40). It could also mean that people in China are on 

Table 2  Hierarchical regression analysis of number of siblings and 
childhood socioeconomic status (CSES) and their interaction (step 2) 
on dispositional greed (N = 2367 Dutch adults) in study 1

** p < .001. Regression coefficients (and standard errors). Greed was 
assessed with the DGS (Seuntjens et  al., 2015), CSES with Child-
hood-SES scale (Griskevicius et al., 2011)

Dependent Variable = Dispositional 
Greed

Predictors Step 1 Step 2
Constant 2.05* (0.01) 2.04* (0.01)
CSES 0.04* (0.01) 0.04* (0.01)
Siblings −0.04* (0.01) −0.04* (0.01)
CSES × Siblings −0.02* (0.00)
R2 0.02 0.03
F Statistic 25.26* 22.57*

Fig. 1  Results from A: Liu et al. (2019c) and B: study 1 that show the moderating effect of family size on the relationship between CSES and 
greed
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average greedier than people in the Netherlands but such 
interpretations would be conditional upon evidence for full-
score equivalence, which we do not have at the moment (cf. 
Van de Vijver & Leung, 1997). Note, however, that the mean 
greed score of LISS panel participants is relatively low, as 
was also the case in Seuntjens et al. (2015). Greed scores of 
Dutch student samples are generally higher (see the studies 
with Dutch students in: Seuntjens et al., 2015, 2016; Zeelen-
berg et al., 2020).

A typical Western European phenomenon (also present 
in the Netherlands) is a demographic decrease in family 
size over the past decades, meaning that older generations 
tend to have more siblings than younger generations. This 
is indeed reflected in the correlation between age and 
number of siblings, r(2367) = .33, p < .001. Hence, we 
re-examined the effect of family size focusing only on 
the younger generation (i.e., aged up to and including 
35, N = 455) and on the older generation (i.e., older than 
35, N = 1912). For the younger generation, CSES again 
positively predicted adult greed, but there was no effect 
of the number of siblings on adult greed, nor was there 
a significant interaction effect. For the older generation, 
CSES did not predict adult greed, but there was a nega-
tive effect of the number of siblings on adult greed and 
a negative interaction effect. The results can be found in 
Table 6, in the Appendix.

Study 2

Study 2 continues our exploration of the relationship 
between childhood socioeconomic status and disposi-
tional greed, and it is a further replication of Liu et al. 
(2019c), this time with a large sample of US American 
participants. Based on the findings of Liu et al. (2019c), 
and on the results of Study 1, we expect to find support 
for the luxury hypothesis, such that CSES positively pre-
dicts dispositional greed. We also expect family size to 

moderate the relationship between CSES and greed. We 
additionally decided to explore the relationship of cur-
rent socioeconomic status (SES), with childhood socio-
economic status (CSES) and dispositional greed. This 
would allow us to see if the relation between CSES and 
dispositional greed would be robust when controlling for 
current SES.

Method

We recruited 1000 U.S. participants via Prolific. One par-
ticipant did not fill out the DGS and was excluded from 
analysis, leaving a final sample of N = 999 (50.1% female, 
2.3% other). Participant ages ranged from 18 to 89 years old 
(Mage = 33.44, SD = 12.28).

The survey included the same three elements from Study 1 
(the 7-item DGS, the 3-item CSES and the 1-item on family 
size), plus an additional 3-item SES scale (Griskevicius 
et al., 2011). As in Liu et al. (2019c) and in Study 1, the 
dependent measure was the 7-item DGS rated on five-point 
Likert scales (Seuntjens et  al., 2015), the key predictor 
variable was the 3-item CSES scale rated on seven-point 
Likert scales (Griskevicius et al., 2011), and the moderator 
variable was the number of siblings (M = 1.90, SD = 1.94). 
The distribution was as follows: 13.5% had 0 siblings; 37.0% 
had 1 sibling; 25.8%, 2; 12.1%, 3; 5.2%, 4; 2.8%, 5; 1.5%, 6; 
0.7%, 7; and 1.3% more than 8 siblings. The additional SES 
scale had the following three items: “I have enough money 
to buy things I want”, “I don’t need to worry too much about 
paying my bills”, and “I don’t think I’ll have to worry about 
money too much in the future.” (rated on seven-point Likert 
scales).

Results and Discussion

Table 3 presents the descriptive results and correlations 
among the variables. As in Liu et al. (2019c) and in Study 
1, Childhood Socioeconomic Status (CSES) was positively 

Table 3  Descriptive statistics 
and correlations among 
(childhood) socioeconomic 
status, number of siblings, 
dispositional greed, gender 
and age (N = 999 US adults) in 
study 2

* p < .05, ** p < .001. Greed was assessed with the DGS (Seuntjens et al., 2015). CSES and SES with the 
Childhood-SES and the SES scale (Griskevicius et al., 2011). Gender is coded: 0 = female, 1 = male

Range M SD N CSES SES #Sibl. Greed Gender

CSES (α = .85; ω = .85) 1–7 3.56 1.61 999 –
SES (α = .86; ω = .86) 1–7 3.97 1.59 999 .38** –
Number of siblings 0–26 1.90 1.94 999 −.10* −.07 –
Greed (α = .86; ω = .90) 1–5 2.50 0.88 999 .24** .09* −.03 –
Gender 0–1 976 .13* .09* −.08* .16** –
Age (in years) 18–89 33.44 12.28 999 .01 .14** .01 −.11** .00



12050 Current Psychology (2023) 42:12045–12054

1 3

related to greed. This finding is in line with the luxury 
hypothesis.

The data also again revealed a significant negative corre-
lation between CSES and the number of siblings (i.e., family 
size), as in Study 1. The data also revealed that males were 
greedier than females, and that greed was negatively corre-
lated with age. These findings replicate earlier findings (e.g., 
Krekels & Pandelaere, 2015; Liu et al., 2019c; Seuntjens 
et al., 2015; Zeelenberg et al., 2020). Childhood-SES cor-
related positively and significantly with current SES.

As in Study 1, we tested the competing Scarcity and 
Luxury hypotheses in a hierarchical multiple linear regres-
sion analysis on the relationship between CSES and DGS, 
moderated by the number of siblings. In the first step we 
entered centered CSES and number of siblings; in the second 
step we added the interaction between centered CSES and 
number of siblings. For exploratory purposes we entered 
centered SES in the third step. Table 4 displays the results 
of these analyses.

CSES positively predicted adult greed, replicating Liu 
et al. (2019c) and Study1, supporting the luxury hypoth-
esis. The number of siblings did not predict adult greed. 
Contrary to Liu et al., and Study 1 the interaction effect 
was non-significant, meaning that we did not find that 
the relationship between CSES and DGS was moderated 
by number of siblings. The effect of CSES on greed 
was robust to controlling for both gender and age (see 
Table 7 in the Appendix). Two participants indicated to 
have an extremely high number of siblings (i.e., 25 and 
26 siblings). Excluding these participants as a robust-
ness check yielded similar results. Furthermore, in our 
exploratory analysis, we found no additional effect of 

SES on adult greed. SES did predict greed when entered 
as single predictor, β = .05, t(997) = 2.91, p = .004, 
F(1,997) = 8.49.

General Discussion

The aim of our research was to examine the relationship 
between the economic circumstances at childhood (i.e., 
growing up poor or wealthy) and adult dispositional greed. 
In a large study with Chines adolescents Liu et al. (2019c) 
found support for the Luxury hypothesis, the idea that grow-
ing up wealthy would be related to higher levels of disposi-
tional greed in adults (based on initial findings of Poluektova 
et al., 2015, and Lea et al., 1995). Liu et al. did not find 
support for the competing Scarcity hypothesis, the idea that 
growing up poor would be related to higher levels of dispo-
sitional greed (based on initial findings by Krekels, 2015, 
and Chen, 2018). Liu et al. (Liu et al., 2019c, p. 38) stated 
that “It would be beneficial to test our model in other coun-
tries in which the number of children per family is generally 
more diversified.” Thus, we replicated the study in a large-
scale, representative Dutch sample (i.e., the LISS panel). We 
further replicated the study in a large-scale U.S. American 
sample, via Prolific. Compared to the Chinese adolescent 
sample used by Liu et al. (2019c), both our samples had a 
larger variety in the number of siblings that people have and 
came from countries that have a longer history of capitalism, 
likely resulting in more pronounced differences in wealth 
experienced when growing up.

Replicating Liu et al. (2019c), we found support for the 
luxury hypothesis in both of our samples. That is, disposi-
tional greed was positively associated with childhood socio-
economic status, implying that the more people reported 
growing up wealthy, the greedier they were as adults.

We found a moderating role of number of siblings on the 
relationship between CSES and greed in our Dutch sample in 
Study 1, replicating the second finding of Liu et al. (2019c), 
but we did not find this in the American sample of Study 
2. More specifically, Study 1 found that the positive rela-
tionship between greed and CSES was stronger for children 
with few siblings than for children with more siblings. This 
suggests that when children grow up with a lot of resources 
and also do not need to share these with their siblings, they 
might become greedier later in life. This is in line with the 
resource dilution model, which postulates that the more chil-
dren there are in a family, the more resources are divided 
among offspring (Blake, 1981). However, our data also heed 
caution to interpreting the relation between greed and fam-
ily size: The relationship disappeared when analyzing only 
the younger generation, but the interaction effect was pre-
sent for the older generation. This disappearance might be 
driven by the decrease in family size over the past decades 

Table 4  Hierarchical regression analysis of number of siblings and 
childhood socioeconomic status (CSES), their interaction (step 2) and 
current socioeconomic status (SES) (step 3) on dispositional greed 
(N = 999 US adults) in study 2

*p < .001. Regression coefficients and standard errors (in parentheses). 
Greed was assessed with the DGS (Seuntjens et al., 2015), and CSES 
and SES with the Childhood-SES and the SES scale (Griskevicius 
et al., 2011)

Dependent Variable = Dispositional Greed

Predictors Step 1 Step 2 Step 3

Constant 2.50* (0.03) 2.50* (0.03) 2.50* (0.03)
CSES 0.13* (0.02) 0.13* (0.02) 0.13* (0.02)
Siblings −0.00 (0.01) −0.01 (0.01) −0.01 (0.01)
CSES × Siblings −0.01 (0.01) −0.01 (0.01)
SES 0.00 (0.02)
R2 0.06 0.06 0.06
F Statistic 31.16* 21.12* 15.83*
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in (Western) European societies. In the American sample 
in Study 2, the correlation between age and number of sib-
lings was non-significant, and we also did not find a relation 
between greed and family size in the results of the regression 
analysis. This difference in findings concerning the role of 
family size in our Dutch and American samples might be 
related to a variety of factors. The USA and the Netherlands 
represent markedly different political systems and policies, 
and there are personality differences between both countries 
(Eigenhuis et al., 2015). We will not speculate here about 
what specifically might be causing the differences found in 
our studies, but leave it up to future research to delve more 
specifically into the role of the family make-up when grow-
ing up in affecting adult greed. Despite this precaution, we 
do believe that these results together shed initial light on 
the origins of greed and on the environmental factors that 
may contribute to the psychological development of greed.

Contrary to Liu et al. (2019c), our results from Study 
1 were not robust to controlling for both gender age (but 
they were in Study 2). The relationship between greed and 
age does not seem to be a straightforward one. On the one 
hand, we did find greed to be negatively correlated with 
age in both studies, which is consistent with earlier studies 
on adults cited earlier. On the other hand, Liu et al. found a 
positive relationship between greed and age, r(3200) = .14, 
p < .001. Interestingly, this is consistent with earlier 
findings of Seuntjens et al. (2016), who also had adolescent 
participants, and found that age and dispositional greed 
correlated positively, r(3899) = .04, p < .05 These findings 
fit with a suggestion by Liu et al. (2019c) about an inverted 
U-shape relationship between greed and age, but our data 
cannot provide conclusive evidence for such a relationship. 
Ideally, a future, longitudinal study should investigate the 
underlying mechanism of differences in greed over the 
years.

Limitations and Future Research

The replication of the luxury hypothesis suggests two further 
questions for research into how childhood experiences are 
related to adult greed. First is the relationship between greed 
of parents and their children. Greedy parents might create an 
environment where greed is the norm. In addition, they might 
deliberately decide to have fewer children (so that they do 
not have to share their resources), leaving their children with 
fewer siblings. Second is the possibility for identification 
and intervention. Given that dispositional greed is likely to 
develop at an early age and is associated with various harm-
ful and undesirable outcomes later in life (Liu et al., 2019a; 
Seuntjens et al., 2016, 2015, 2019; Zeelenberg et al., 2020), 
Liu et al. (2019b) made a case for a mindful parenting inter-
vention to help adolescents to develop more positive core 

self-evaluations and reduce adolescent greed. They found that 
embracing mindful parenting enriches adolescents’ self-eval-
uations, which prevent them from becoming greedy.

In this article, we closely replicated Liu et al. (2019c) and 
hence, measured CSES with the commonly used scale of 
Griskevicius et al. (2011). Notably, in several studies subjec-
tive assessments of (C)SES were more predictive of deci-
sion-making, psychological functioning and health-related 
factors than more objective indicators (see for example, 
Adler et al., 2000; Singh-Manoux et al., 2005; Thompson 
et al., 2020), and empirical evidence has suggested that 
retrospective reports are accurate (see for example, Brewin 
et al., 1993; Hardt & Rutter, 2004). Nevertheless, a subjec-
tive retrospective scale, such as CSES, does not necessarily 
reflect the “objective” SES at time of childhood (e.g., the 
memories of childhood could be prone to change). Thus, it 
could be informative to follow Krekels (2015) and re-exam-
ine the link between greed and CSES using a more objective 
operationalization of CSES, such as, parental occupation, 
parental education, and parental income during childhood. 
Longitudinal studies could be used to investigate the devel-
opment of the greedy disposition, and to overcome the limi-
tations of retrospective measurements.

Despite the consistent results regarding the subjective 
CSES measure and dispositional greed that were found in 
this research and in Liu et al. (2019c), the relation between 
current SES and dispositional greed is less clear. CSES is 
often related to SES: Children from low-SES backgrounds 
are more likely to become low-SES adults, and vice versa 
(see for example, Chen & Miller, 2012; Brady & Matthews, 
2002). Both Krekels (2015) and Seuntjens et al. (2015) 
found that dispositional greed was unrelated to current 
income. In the Study 2, we found a correlation between 
current SES and dispositional greed, but SES had no addi-
tional effect when Childhood-SES, number of siblings and 
their interaction were accounted for. Clearly, more research 
is needed here.

Conclusion

To summarize, using two large-scale adult samples from 
The Netherlands and the USA, we replicated the main 
finding by Liu et al. (2019c) on the luxury hypothesis of 
greed. The wealthier children grow-up, the greedier they 
are in adulthood. In the Dutch sample this was especially 
if they have fewer, rather than more siblings. In the Ameri-
can sample this was a general effect, independent of the 
number of siblings. Given the wide-spread relationships 
between adult greed and a host of economic and psycho-
logical outcomes, we believe that these findings are impor-
tant for our understanding of the early development of 
economic and social preferences.



12052 Current Psychology (2023) 42:12045–12054

1 3

Appendix

Table 5  Hierarchical regression 
analyses of number of siblings 
and childhood socioeconomic 
status (CSES) on dispositional 
greed, controlling for gender 
(step 1–6) and age (step 2, 4, & 
6) (N = 2367) in study 1

†  p < .1; * p < .001. Regression coefficients and standard errors (in parentheses). Greed was assessed with 
the DGS (Seuntjens et al., 2015). CSES with the Childhood-SES scale (Griskevicius et al., 2011). Gender 
is coded, 0 = female, 1 = male

Dependent Variable = Dispositional Greed

Predictors Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4 Step 5 Step 6

Constant 1.95*
(0.02)

1.94*
(0.02)

1.95*
(0.02)

1.94*
(0.02)

1.94*
(0.02)

1.94*
(0.02)

CSES 0.04*
(0.01)

−0.00
(0.01)

0.04*
(0.01)

−0.00
(0.01)

Siblings −0.03*
(0.01)

−0.00
(0.01)

−0.04*
(0.01)

−0.00
(0.01)

CSES × Siblings −0.02*
(0.00)

−0.01†

(0.00)
Control Variables
Gender 0.19*

(0.03)
0.22*
(0.03)

0.19*
(0.03)

0.22*
(0.03)

0.19*
(0.03)

0.22*
(0.03)

Age −0.01*
(0.00)

−0.01*
(0.00)

−0.01*
(0.00)

R2 0.02 0.16 0.04 0.16 0.05 0.16
F Statistic 44.57* 229.10* 32.56* 114.50 28.78* 92.24*

Table 6  Hierarchical regression 
analysis of number of siblings 
and childhood socioeconomic 
status (CSES) and their 
interaction (step 2) for the 
tounger generation (Age ≤ 35, 
N = 455) and the older 
generation (Age > 35, N = 1912) 
in study 1

Note. *** p < .001, ** p < .01, * p < .05, † p < .1. Regression coefficients and standard errors (in paren-
theses). Greed was assessed with the DGS (Seuntjens et al., 2015). CSES with the Childhood-SES scale 
(Griskevicius et al., 2011)

Dependent Variable = Dispositional Greed

Age ≤ 35 Age > 35

Predictors Step 1 Step 2 Step 1 Step 2
Constant 2.42*** (0.05) 2.43*** (0.05) 1.95*** (0.01) 1.94**** (0.01)
CSES 0.06* (0.03) 0.07* (0.03) −0.00 (0.01) 0.00 (0.01)
Siblings −0.02 (0.03) −0.02 (0.03) −0.02** (0.01) −0.02*** (0.01)
CSES × Siblings 0.01 (0.02) −0.01* (0.00)
R2 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01
F Statistic 3.18* 2.15† 5.39** 5.82***
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